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The present study examines the perceptions of School Based Team (SBT) members at a Lower 
Mainland secondary school in British Columbia through the lens of team leadership and 
collaboration. Using a phenomenological approach, six active SBT members with more than two 
years of experience reflected on their experiences on SBTs. They discussed how its functioning 
could be improved moving forward. The results indicated that: participation on a SBT may 
impact one’s professional identity, a clear structure and purpose during SBT meetings is a key to 
success, meetings need to be collaborative for members to engage, and it is essential for SBTs to 
be inclusive and invite in staff that have the greatest insight regarding students. Finally, the Hill 
Model for Team Leadership is proposed as a model for SBT leaders to embrace when aiming to 
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Acronyms and definitions 
i. BCTF – British Columbia Teachers’ Federation 
ii.  Elite Bias – “Overweighting data from articulate, well-informed, often high-status 
participants and underrepresenting data from less articulate, lower-status ones.” (Miles et al., 
p. 294, 2014) 
iii.  Ministry of Education designated special education categories – students who receive 
these categories have been assessed and identified and have an Inclusive Education Plan 
(IEP) in place to support their learning.  
iv.  SBT - School Based Team 
v.  Teachers Teaching on Call – certificated teachers who replace a contract classroom 
teacher when they are not able to be in their classroom.  
vi.  Team Leadership - team leadership occurs when members of the team take on leadership 
behaviours to influence the team. This distributed model involves the sharing of influence by 




I was fortunate to work and live in the Lower Mainland of British Columbia. The 
community where I worked had grown significantly in the previous decade which caused an 
influx of students at the secondary level. The school where I worked was a large secondary 
school in a semi-rural community; within the community, it was considered to be the most 
affluent of the secondary schools. To maintain confidentiality, the school will be referred to as 
Inclusive High throughout this research. I worked at Inclusive High as a learning assistance 
teacher, lead teacher of the Student Services department, and chair of School Based Team (SBT). 
As a learning assistance teacher, I case managed 30 students with Ministry of Education 
designated special education categories and had enrolling support blocks throughout the year for 
students identified as needing additional support. In my role, I was an advocate for students and 
often bridged the gap between school and home. I also worked to remove barriers that would 
impede their success. First and foremost, all success in my position came from creating trusting 
relationships with my students, their families, and the teachers who worked with them. Without 
creating and maintaining these relationships, nothing productive could be accomplished.  
In addition to my role as a support teacher, I also chaired the SBT meetings at Inclusive 
High. Our SBT consisted of administrators, counsellors, resource teachers, alternate teachers, 
learning assistance teachers, the First Nations education teacher, the youth care worker, and our 
district school psychologist. This team met weekly to discuss students who needed additional 
support and brainstormed structures available to support them (e.g., support blocks, connection 
with an alternate teacher, a referral for academic testing, connection with a school counsellor, or 
a referral to an outside agency such as counselling services). Meetings occurred at the end of the 
school day and there was generally a minimum of 14 staff members in attendance. The main goal 
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of SBT meetings was to create plans for interventions that would support students in the area 
they had been struggling; this ranged from academic support to social and emotional supports. 
As the chair of our SBT, my role was to set the agenda, facilitate the meeting, and communicate 
with classroom teachers regarding how we were supporting our students in need. Serving as the 
chair of our SBT was a great learning opportunity and provided me with a leadership platform in 
my building. 
While I believed the SBT at Inclusive High consisted of dedicated staff members seeking 
to support students, I became curious about how SBT members perceived these meetings and 
whether changes could be made to better support students at Inclusive High. This curiosity arose 
over my first three years as the SBT chair and after conversations with other SBT members. 
Upon arriving at Inclusive High in 2018, I noticed that member engagement during meetings was 
less than at the previous SBT I had been a part of. There had also been meetings that had become 
quite tense, with some members leaving the room during a discussion. Furthermore, as the SBT 
chair, I often fielded questions before the meeting started asking how long the agenda was as 
they wanted a short meeting. This caused me to feel pressured to make the meeting quick so 
members could go home. The feedback I received as chair, as well as my own experiences 
running meetings, caused me to want to learn more about how leaders could effectively operate 
collaborative teams and embrace a team leadership approach. Additionally, I wanted to learn the 
following from current SBT members at Inclusive High: (a) their perceptions about what the 
team does, (b) if they felt their expertise was valued and utilized as a part of the team, and (c) if 
they felt any adjustments were needed at SBT meetings to enhance supports for students. 
Therefore, my research question was: What are SBT members’ lived experiences of SBT 
meetings at a Lower Mainland secondary school in British Columbia? 
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It was important for me to hear directly from members as “traditional top-down decision-
making models [may] contribute to a negative and punitive environment that impedes change, 
stunts growth, and creates fear” (Adams et al., 2019, p. 62). I wanted to avoid dictating the 
direction of SBT meetings from my viewpoint. Furthermore, I firmly believed that the answers to 
problems in schools could be found from within; the teachers in the building could hold the 
power to create meaningful change. As Katzenmeyer and Moller (2001) wrote:  
Within every school there is a sleeping giant of teacher leadership, which can be a strong 
catalyst for making change. By using the energy of teacher leaders as agents of school 
change, the reform of public education will stand a better chance of building momentum. 
(p. 2)  
Taking this quote in the context of SBTs, I sought to learn from the teacher leaders who 
had already participated in existing SBTs. Each member held an important role in the building, 
and many had years of teaching experience with a range of students to draw upon. The solutions 
to improving the functioning of SBT meetings in order to better support students at Inclusive 
High could be found within the team that already existed.  
Considering this, I decided to listen to the perceptions of SBT members by conducting 
individual interviews with six current members of the team. I hoped to gain a better 
understanding of what members saw the role of SBTs to be, and how they believed they 
contributed to it. As chair, I was only privy to what members shared with me, and I did not speak 
regularly to all team members about SBT operations. By purposefully sampling teaching 
members of our SBT from various roles, I was able to gather valuable information that could be 
used to start a discussion with the entire team about the strengths of the team, as well as growth 
areas that could be targeted. The intended outcomes of this research were to present the findings 
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to the SBT and, using a team leadership approach, make plans for moving the team forward. This 
could include: adjustments to the supports offered through SBT meetings, a change in how 
students received supports, and a redesign of the meeting structure to allow for members’ 
expertise to be better utilized.  
It is important to acknowledge that this research took place during the global Covid-19 
pandemic. Inclusive High had adopted a truncated schedule which allowed students and staff to 
be in contact with fewer people during the day. While this was needed for safety, it had a 
significant impact on teachers. In the spring of 2020, schools in British Columbia were engaged 
in online learning. This also impacted SBT meetings, which were conducted online from April to 
November of 2020. While the team continued to meet and students continued to receive 
supports, the functioning of our SBT was challenged and fewer voices were heard at meetings 
due to the online environment. Participants’ recent experiences with virtual SBT meetings could 
have impacted their interview responses.  
Despite a small sample size, the findings of this study helped fill a gap in the literature. 
After a thorough investigation, it became clear that research into Canadian SBTs from secondary 
perspectives were lacking. Furthermore, there was even less of a focus on SBT members’ own 
experiences. Rather, existing literature from the United States focused on classroom teachers’ 
perspectives of SBT interventions. The experiences of members on SBTs were significant as 
their experiences shaped how they would, or would not, participate as members of the team. 
Additionally, the added lens of utilizing team leadership approaches to enact change on SBTs 
provided an option for improving SBTs in other scenarios. In this research, participants’ insights 
were used to gain an understanding of how members felt the team functioned and provided 
information on whether changes to our SBT would be beneficial. Their feedback identified future 
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opportunities for collaboration both within our SBT and at a school district level with regards to 
secondary SBTs. Finally, the findings of this study identified plausible ways to improve SBTs; 
this could have a positive impact on the SBT members, classroom teachers, and students at 
Inclusive High.  
The following process was used in conducting this study: (a) a literature review was 
conducted to understand the value of team leadership and collaboration in relation to school-
based intervention teams, (b) the methods used for the research and the parameters of the study 
are explained, (c) the key themes that emerged from analyzing the interviews are presented in the 
results section, (d) time is taken to review the key learnings from the interviews and examine 
how these learnings align with existing literature in the discussion section, and (e) implications 
for future research and study limitations are presented. 
Literature Review 
SBTs are an essential part of the support network in schools in British Columbia. Known 
by various names throughout North America, SBTs surfaced in the 1980s when an emphasis was 
placed on supporting classroom teachers with students who were struggling (Kovaleski, 2002; 
McNamara et al., 2008). Since then, they have evolved and their scope has increased to focus on 
in-class support, supplemental academic support, pre-referral services, and outside agency 
coordination. In many ways, a cohesive SBT can serve as a Professional Learning Community 
for its members, which refers to a group of educators working together to improve their practice 
for the benefit of their students (Kovaleski, 2002). SBTs usually consist of administrators, 
counsellors, inclusive education teachers, alternate teachers, school psychologists, youth care 
workers, and classroom teachers (Kovaleski, 2002). As the number of students identified as 
needing additional services has increased, particularly in the area of learning disability 
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categories, so has the prevalence of school-based intervention teams (Kovaleski, 2002). Studies 
have shown that special education teachers in the United States leave the profession at a higher 
rate than their colleagues and researchers are hopeful that a focus on collaboration, department 
teams, and mentorship will help combat this (Belknap & Taymans, 2015).  
As the current chair of SBT meetings at a large secondary school, I wanted to expand my 
knowledge around how teams could ensure the voices of their members were heard and what 
needed to be in place to maximize supports for at-risk learners. After a comprehensive study of 
relevant literature, it became apparent to me that SBTs could optimize their effectiveness by 
focusing on three guiding principles: (a) creating and nurturing preconditions for growth 
amongst members, (b) distributing leadership to team members and emphasizing a team 
approach, and (c) building a collaborative culture within the team.  
Preconditions for Growth 
 
The notion that there needs to be preconditions intact before growth can occur comes 
from the work of Drago-Severson and Blum-DeStefano (2018). Using interviews with practicing 
administrators from New England school districts, they sought to see what foundational pieces 
were needed for leaders to feel comfortable taking feedback. Results indicated that trust, safety, 
and respect are vital conditions for supporting growth. Their research suggests that many 
teachers feel unsafe, disrespected, and alone in their profession. This idea was further elaborated 
on in Michael Fullan’s (2020) work on change. Fullan summarizes that a single common factor 
to every successful change initiative was improved relationships; leaders needed to focus on 
developing relationships and making connections from the outset and then slowly build in 
activities with greater risk involved. In the face of change or learning something new, Fullan 
(2020) argues that humans experience “learning anxiety:” they feared a loss of power, looked 
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incompetent, were punished for incompetence, and experienced a loss of identity and group 
membership (p. 16). With this in mind, it is important that leaders be cognizant of this fear and 
work to set up norms and protocols for safety; change happens slowly and fun activities, personal 
connection, and showing genuine care are ways to build trust and lessen anxieties. The 
importance of ensuring that team members feel supported and connected was further highlighted 
in a study looking at risk and resilience among beginning special education teachers. Belknap 
and Taymans (2015) completed a year-long study looking at nine special education teachers who 
were new to the field. They discussed how teachers’ resilience seemed to increase when they felt 
supported and connected to their teams. 
The preconditions for a successful team go beyond psychological safety and the building 
of trust and relationships. Fullan (2020) argues that other important preconditions include 
dependability, structure, and clarity of vision. In a statewide study of more than 400 surveys and 
case studies of SBTs, McNamera et al. (2008) discussed how positive task force and decorum 
influenced team members’ perceptions of their team. By positive task force, they argued that 
“demonstrated organization, task-centeredness, and commitment to the problem-solving process” 
enhanced members’ perceptions (p. 22). In other words, if the team leader had strong 
communication skills and was organized before and during the meeting, team members were 
more likely to feel the meeting was valuable. Similarly, the decorum of the meeting also 
impacted members’ perceptions, including time management, member behavior during the 
meeting, and the completion of the agenda. These findings suggest that for a team to be 
successful, team leaders need to both focus on creating a space for psychological safety through 
trust and relationship building, while also ensuring that team meetings are organized, timely, and 





Historically, leadership positions have been viewed as powerful and are often held by 
confident and dominant individuals with strong relational and managerial skills (Hill, 2019). 
However, the nature of leadership has shifted with staff wanting their leaders to be open, 
transparent, and willing to engage with their ideas. This has given rise to the notion of team 
leadership, which is also known as distributed leadership. As Hill explains, team leadership 
occurs “when members of the team take on leadership behaviours to influence the team” and this 
distributed model “involves [the] sharing of influence by team members” (p. 373). There is 
growing evidence that this model may be an effective way of developing people and leading 
lasting change. As Fullan (2020) argues, leaders that are seen as superhuman do a disservice to 
an organization; they serve as role models that people feel unable to aspire to. Fullan notes that, 
“deep and sustained reform depends on many of us, not just the very few who appear to be 
extraordinary” (p. 5). In his book Nuance, he shares that the essence of nuanced leadership is 
using the group to change the group; leaders need to look within their team and build capacity in 
those that are in their care (Fullan, 2019).  
The majority of literature around effective leadership and SBTs support the idea that 
distributed and team leadership methods are effective in promoting a positive culture and 
creating lasting change. In an empirical research study of 43 teachers and leaders examining how 
teachers’ perceptions of efficacy and agency related to their engagement, findings suggested that 
teachers’ engagement increased when they had a voice in the change process (Butler et al., 
2015). Teachers demonstrated the greatest increase in agency when efforts were made by 
“informal and formal leaders to distribute leadership and agency” (p. 22). The study went on to 
recommend that leaders create opportunities for collaborative inquiry, and ensure teachers are 
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given a voice in the inquiry process. Similarly, a qualitative study of three secondary schools in 
the United States found shared leadership appeared to have a positive impact on teacher 
engagement and school improvement (Carpenter, 2015). Carpenter conducted interviews and 
observed professional learning communities. He summarized that when teachers were included 
in the process of collecting data and building goals, changes were more likely to last as the buy-
in had extended beyond the principal’s office. Carpenter concluded his study by imploring 
leaders to promote teachers as leaders in their buildings as it would create “a quality workplace 
where teachers will be highly motivated to do the work needed” to ensure all students find 
success (p. 691). Furthermore, additional studies suggest that teachers wanted a voice and 
appreciate leaders who are in the trenches; when teachers feel their perspectives have been 
considered, and they are able to make recommendations, buy-in and motivation appear to 
increase (Cavendish et al., 2020; Meyers et al., 1996). Additionally, research illustrates that there 
is value in hearing and learning from other viewpoints; increasing the number of perspectives 
may expand the thinking of the team and decrease the likelihood that important factors are 
overlooked (Drago-Severson & Blum-DeStefano, 2018). 
While most authors agree that team leadership and including a myriad of voices in the 
decision-making process is beneficial, some of the literature argues for leaders to take on the 
majority of the responsibilities. Two articles that discussed SBTs specifically lobbied for 
principals to be highly involved with, and in control of, their teams. Kovaleski (2002) completed 
a comprehensive study of SBTs to formulate his best operating practices. He considered 
conceptual literature, results of studies on pre-referral team effectiveness, and reports from states 
with mandated pre-referral teams. Kovaleski argues that principals needed to coordinate 
instructions and support services, and administrators needed to be responsible for the follow-up 
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if team recommendations were not adhered to. Specifically, it is noted that the “principal’s role is 
to assure that services are deployed in a seamless fashion by helping to allocate needed resources 
and by assuring there is curricular and instructional overlap among personnel and process” (pp. 
4-5). Kovaleski also advocates for the principal to take the lead in articulating the pre-referral 
process to the school and ensure teachers had training for in-class supports. This leader-centric 
approach was further elaborated on by Miles and Mangold (2002) in their work on the impact of 
team leader performance and member satisfaction. They summarize that effective team leaders 
communicate goals, resolve disputes, and build consensus amongst their followers. Emphasis is 
not placed on team decision-making or collective goal setting. While these two theorists lobbied 
for a more leader-centric approach to team functioning, this was disputed by more recent studies 
and literature which promote a more team-oriented approach to leadership (Butler et al., 2015; 
Carpenter, 2015; Cavendish et al., 2020; Drago-Severson & Blum-DeStefano, 2018; Fullan, 
2019; Fullan, 2020).   
Collaboration 
 
In addition to creating the preconditions for growth and focusing on a team-based 
approach to leadership, the importance of collaboration for building a positive culture cannot be 
overstated. As Hargreaves and O’Connor (2018) remind us, “professional collaboration boosts 
student achievement, increases teacher retention, and enhances the implementation of innovation 
and change” (p. 3). While collaboration is viewed as essential, the question becomes how do we 
collaborate effectively? Selected literature provides insight into how collaboration could be 
implemented successfully for SBTs. 
First and foremost, collaboration appears to depend on a continuous cycle of 
communication, trust, commitment, and understanding (Ansell & Gash, 2007). As a team comes 
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together for the first time, such as at the beginning of a school year, building trust is often the 
most important aspect of early collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Drago-Severson & Blum-
DeStefano, 2018). A collaborative model of running SBT meetings would focus on problem 
setting, direction setting, and implementation. This could consist of members sharing 
information on a student or initiative, then moving into discussing interventions and supports, 
before agreeing on how the supports would be best implemented for the student’s success 
(Ansell & Gash, 2007). This model is supported by Malone and Gallagher (2010) in their study 
of special education teacher attitudes and perceptions towards teamwork; 184 special education 
teachers at the elementary level participated in the study and completed three surveys. Their 
study indicates that effective teams hold three beliefs: communication is essential, members need 
to wait until the meeting to discuss and brainstorm plans for students, and the team decision 
needs to be implemented regardless of individual members’ preferences (Malone & Gallagher, 
2010). When these three components are met, members feel they are part of an effective team. 
This same study also supports the idea that team members believe they benefit from 
collaborating with colleagues because they “benefit from the insight gained through exposure to 
different experiential and disciplinary perspectives” (p. 330). These findings correlate with what 
Phillippo and Stone (2006) discuss in their work on school-based collaboration teams. In a five-
month content analysis study focused on observations, they analyzed how a collaborative 
approach enabled staff to layer information about a student from different perspectives as 
numerous supports were part of the team – this included the classroom teacher, counsellor, 
administrator, and inclusive education teachers. Putting the information in one spot where all of 
the stakeholders were present facilitated comprehensive wrap-around supports for the students 
discussed. Additionally, the members of the team felt connected to one another and supported by 
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their colleagues; there was an emphasis placed on community building. At weekly meetings, 
time was “devoted to discussing particular efforts of individual team members, often explicitly 
phrased as appreciation” (p. 233). The team also provided professional development 
opportunities for members. The collaborative nature of this team seemed to allow members to 
feel supported in their development.  
In addition to collaborating within a team setting, multiple authors note the importance of 
expanding collaborative networks for growth. As Fullan (2020) states, “go outside to get better 
inside” (p. 57). He argues that the structure, culture, and routines within which people live limit 
the breadth and depth of new thinking. By giving people safe exposure to new ideas and 
collaborative teams, the quality of our collaboration can improve. Hargreaves and O’Connor 
(2018) expand on this idea by encouraging collaboration even in the face of competition and they 
even consider embedding collaborative obligations into administrators’ contracts. From a SBT 
perspective, moving outside the team could involve observing how other teams in a district or 
region operate, and it could also involve inviting outside agencies in to expand the options for 
student support (Phillippo & Stone, 2006). By widening our networks, collaborative teams can 
continue to expose members to new ideas and avoid the risk of complacency and stagnation.  
While the aim of creating a collaborative SBT is rarely debatable, numerous authors 
bring up barriers to successful collaboration on teams that should be considered when trying to 
improve SBT functioning. First, most SBTs consist of teachers, school psychologists, youth care 
workers, and administrators. As Ansell and Gash (2007) note, barriers to collaboration can be 
inherent power imbalances that exist within the group. These can cause some voices to carry 
more influence than others; if members are not conscious of this possibility, collaboration can be 
impacted. Additionally, a strong collaborative team should have voluntary participation, which 
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can be a barrier to SBTs whose members are often expected to attend due to their role in the 
school (Carpenter, 2015). Finally, multiple studies conclude that barriers to collaboration can 
include a lack of money for release time during the school day, issues of time requirements 
outside of the school day, an inability to find teacher coverage, and a lack of opportunities for 
follow-through (Carpenter, 2015; Malone & Gallagher, 2010; Meyers et al., 1996). Leaders must 
consider barriers to collaboration and work to minimize their impact on collaboration; at the SBT 
level, members can advocate for the necessary supports for collaboration to continue to improve.  
Limitations 
Upon reading 18 articles and four books, it became apparent to me that there were some 
gaps in research when looking at optimal SBT performance at the secondary level in the 
Canadian context. The best practices for leading in a culture of change, the importance of 
collaboration, and a need for meaningful connections between leaders and followers are well 
supported in the literature (Butler et al., 2015; Carpenter, 2015; Drago-Severson & Blum-
Stefano, 2018; Fullan, 2019; Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018). However, there is minimal 
research related to how SBTs should function, and the studies that do exist do not focus 
specifically on high school. As McNamara et al. (2008) highlight in their work on school-based 
intervention teams, “literature provides only limited information about their composition, 
structural characteristics, or operating procedures” (p. 6). Of the relevant articles that discuss 
SBT function, most focus on the pre-referral process of services, the experiences of special 
education teachers in a general sense, or classroom teachers’ perceptions of SBTs. The most 
comprehensive articles consist of interviews and surveys of special education teachers’ 
experiences with teamwork and useful information is gleaned from this. However, all of these 
studies note that the limitation to their study is the small sample size and the need for more large-
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scale research into the role and importance of teamwork and collaboration for SBTs (Belknap & 
Taymans, 2015; Cavendish et al., 2020; Phillippo & Stone, 2006). Finally, none of these studies 
look at the Canadian landscape of inclusive education. There is a need for further research into 
the perceptions and experiences of SBT members at the secondary level in Canada. 
With this in mind, my working question was: What are SBT members’ lived experiences 
as a SBT member at a Lower Mainland secondary school in British Columbia? My research 
included interviewing teachers that were members of the SBT. Participants were asked about 
their beliefs around what the SBT does, how the team supports students, collaboration on the 
team, and the strategies and processes that could be considered in moving the team forward. 
While this remained a small sample size, it did address the needs of providing a Canadian 
context in how secondary intervention teams operate, as well as the role that team leadership and 
collaboration might play as parts of SBT meetings. Notably, my research addressed a gap in the 
literature by focusing on the lived experiences of SBT members at the secondary level in 
Canada, rather than classroom teachers' experiences with SBT recommendations and 
implementation.  
Methodology 
Throughout my career, I became increasingly aware of the importance of allowing people 
the space to have a voice and share their insights. This is true when working with students and is 
also true when taking on a leadership role amongst colleagues. As an educator who benefitted 
from mentorship, I had come to value individuals who took time to slow down and listen to the 
thoughts, feelings, and needs of stakeholders prior to creating a plan for improvement or change. 
The idea of “listening to” rather than “listening through” in mentoring conversations is an idea 
that stuck with me and informed my axiology which values listening, an openness to reflection, 
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and empowering people to take professional risks (Sharpe & Nishimura, 2017, p. 123). The 
importance of listening was further enhanced by Safir’s (2017) work on listening leadership; 
taking “time to listen to and convey authentic care and curiosity towards others” (p. 107) was 
something I wanted to take with me as both a leader and mentor moving forward.  
Given the large size of our team, it was inevitable that people would experience their 
involvement in a unique way and this resulted in each team member having their own reality 
(Yilmaz, 2013). This belief that reality is subjective and that multiple realities can exist within a 
common experience aligned with my ontological perspective (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017; 
Yilmaz, 2013). Therefore, I chose to embrace the constructivist qualitative research lens for this 
study because it allowed me to study the SBT at the school in a way that would uncover the 
multiple realities that existed amongst members of the team (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). As 
Denzin and Lincoln (2005) highlight, I wanted to “interpret [the] phenomena in terms of the 
meanings people bring to them” (p. 3). The importance of listening to, and valuing, the 
experiences of others was further engrained after completing a literature review looking at 
collaborative and team leadership as a way to enhance SBTs. This literature confirmed my 
epistemological belief that to truly know and attempt to understand one’s perspective, we need to 
listen to their stories and create a connection with those we want to learn about (Yilmaz, 2013).  
With this in mind, I examined the following research question: “What are SBT members’ lived 
experiences as a SBT member at a Lower Mainland secondary school in British Columbia?” This 
question allowed me to focus on the voices of team members, how the team was perceived, and 





In the three years I served as SBT chair, I listened to different members of the team share 
thoughts about how we structured our supports and how they felt we could improve. This 
included the importance of allowing all members to feel heard, involving classroom teachers in 
SBT meetings, and creating cohesive connections between community supports, school supports, 
and family involvement. However, before determining if we needed to make changes to our SBT 
procedures, I felt it was important for me to first take time to listen to a variety of members’ 
experiences on the team and see if this information required us to look at how we operate. For 
this approach, phenomenology emerged as the logical research method as it seeks to describe 
“the common meaning for several individuals of their lived experiences of a concept or 
phenomenon” (Creswell & Poth, 2018, p. 75). The research focus in this study, which aligned 
with phenomenological research, was on understanding and describing “a person’s experience in 
the way [they] experience it, and not from a theoretical standpoint” (Bevan, 2014, p. 136). To do 
this, I conducted individual interviews with team members with the goal of analyzing their 
experiences to see if themes and common experiences could be found. A team is only as strong 
as the parts that make it up. By embracing a constructivist and phenomenological approach my 
goal was to “rely as much as possible on the participants’ view of the situation” (Creswell, 2002, 
p. 20). This allowed me to garner a sense of how members viewed their contributions to the team 
and how they perceived our SBT structures support students. 
Bracketing 
In an effort to ensure transparency and integrity, I wanted to share some of my 
experiences and beliefs related to this research question. As Creswell and Poth (2018) describe, it 
is essential to begin the bracketing process by discussing personal experiences with the 
phenomenon of SBTs. I came to this research question with baggage. In my five years of 
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teaching, in two different schools, I served as the chair or co-chair of SBT meetings every year. I 
believed strongly that SBTs could be a powerful tool in supporting struggling learners in schools. 
I also believed a successful SBT should truly be a team rather than a collection of staff members 
who met weekly. This meant that when students’ names were brought to team meetings for 
discussion, the member who referred the student should be willing to listen to other team 
members’ thoughts about strategies regarding the students’ situation. At times, SBT meetings 
could feel more like a hoop to jump through rather than a venue where collaboration and the 
strategizing of supports could occur. For these reasons, I came to this question with the 
assumption that SBTs should be a foundational piece of a functional student services department.  
While I held strong beliefs about SBTs, I also realized that other members would have 
different beliefs about the role of SBTs and different experiences with how they could support 
students. I approached this research with a curiosity mindset; I wanted to learn from team 
members about their lived experiences and their thoughts on the future aspirations of our SBT. 
Even though I occupied the role of chair, the structure and workings of the team belonged to all 
members. As such, for this research, I worked to set aside my own experiences and focused on 
taking “a fresh perspective toward the phenomenon under examination” (Creswell & Poth, 2018, 
p. 78). By focusing on best-practice research methods, such as member checks, engaging in 
multiple rounds of coding, utilizing a second reader, and keeping a bias journal, I worked to 
bracket myself out of this research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Yilmaz, 2013).   
Data Sources 
This research took place in unprecedented times during the Covid-19 global pandemic. 
For this reason, school districts around the province radically changed their operations to ensure 
the health and safety of their staff and students. In order to comply with the new public health 
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requirements, secondary schools in the district studied adopted a timetable that had fewer courses 
taken at one time. This timetable significantly reduced the number of student contacts in a day, 
and it also brought new opportunities and challenges for students and teachers alike.  
After receiving ethics approval from the university (see Appendix A), I began the process 
of recruiting participants by sending an email to SBT members at Inclusive High who had a 
minimum of two years of experience on the team and were members of the British Columbia 
Teachers’ Federation (BCTF). When participants expressed a willingness to be involved in the 
study, they were given a Letter of Informed Consent and, once this was signed and returned, 
were provided with a copy of the interview questions (see Appendix B). To ensure the safety of 
participants, the interviews for this study were conducted virtually using the platform Microsoft 
Teams. All staff in the school district studied had access to Microsoft Teams and used it 
regularly. I invited the participants into the meetings and we were able to conduct the interview 
with our cameras on to do our best to replicate what an interview would be like in non-pandemic 
times. The interview was not recorded on Microsoft Teams. Instead, the transcription application 
Otter was used to record the audio of the meeting and create a written transcription. The 
interviewer asked participants open-ended questions that allowed them to share and express their 
thoughts and opinions regarding the SBT structures and supports, their roles within the team, and 
their reflections on what they felt their role was as a member of the team. Prior to the interviews 
being included in the data findings, participants completed a member check of the transcription 
so they could clarify any answers and adjust their responses as they saw fit.  
Participants were chosen for this study using both purposeful and maximum variation 
sampling. The goal was to ensure participants had experience with the phenomenon of SBTs so 
they could reflect from an informed stance. I also wanted participants who had experience with 
19 
 
our SBT before the Covid-19 pandemic and I wanted to focus on the experiences of the teaching 
staff on the team. This left 15 potential participants, of which 6 individuals agreed to participate. 
This selection process aligned with purposeful sampling as I intentionally sampled “a group of 
people that [could] best inform the researcher about the research problem under examination” 
(Creswell & Poth, 2018, p. 148). As our SBT consisted of teachers with a variety of roles and 
responsibilities in the building, I also employed maximum variation sampling in my participant 
selection process. Maximum variation requires researchers to determine in advance criteria for 
participation, and then select participants that are quite different (Creswell & Poth, 2018). In this 
study, I wanted to ensure different teaching positions were represented in the interviews. While I 
sent out an invitation to participate in this study to all SBT members who were BCTF members 
and had two years of experience on the team, I accepted participants from different positions 
who replied to the email first. For example, I did not want my interview to consist of two 
counsellors and three learning assistance teachers when the SBT had such a range of members. 
For this reason, I accepted the first learning assistance teacher, alternate education teacher, 
counsellor, and resource teacher to respond. With different teaching positions came differing 
priorities and expectations of the SBTs operations. These methods of sampling allowed me to 
ensure a variety of viewpoints and experiences were represented in the data.  
Data Analysis 
After conducting interviews to compile data, I began the process of analyzing and making 
sense of the information collected. For this process, I utilized the phenomenological analysis and 
representation approach put forth by Creswell and Poth (2018) that breaks data analysis into six 
steps. What follows are the six steps proposed by Creswell and Poth along with the 
corresponding data analysis process that I followed. 
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1. Describing personal experiences with the phenomenon under study: I began the study by 
explaining and acknowledging my own experiences and assumptions with SBTs and 
explaining the process of bracketing this information. The focus of the research is put on 
the participants of the study. 
2. Developing a list of significant statements: before developing a list of significant 
statements, I extracted the transcriptions of the interviews from the Otter application and 
cross-checked it with the audio recording. Prior to providing a copy of the transcripts to 
participants for a member check, I edited the transcript for grammatical errors and 
removed words from the transcript that would distract from the meaning such as “umm”, 
“ah” and “like”. I also removed any identifying information and used the selected 
pseudonym for each participant. I did not start the process of coding the transcripts until 
all participants had been interviewed as I did not want to have possible codes in mind 
during the interview process. Once all the transcripts were complete and member checks 
were confirmed, I began the first cycle of coding. For this, I used in vivo coding that 
codes the “actual language used by the participant” (Saldana, 2011, p. 99). This helped 
me ensure that I was honoring the language used by participants and allowed me to 
compare and think about themes using participants’ words. At the end of the first level 
coding process, I had a list of significant statements from participants.  
3. Grouping significant statements into broader units of information: after using in vivo 
coding during the first coding cycle, I utilized pattern coding for the second cycle. Pattern 
coding is useful in second level qualitative coding as it seeks to be explanatory and 
inferential – it “identifies an emergent theme, configuration, or explanation” (Saldana, 
2016, p. 236). Pattern coding helped me synthesize my data into emergent themes. I took 
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the in vivo codes and compared the language from the participants to find commonalities 
that could be expounded into key themes. In both levels of coding, I followed analytic 
documentation practices by recording notes in a journal; this helped me keep a record of 
the steps I took throughout the data analysis section. (Miles et al., 2014; Saldana, 2011). I 
made notes when I was relating to participants, wrote down questions I had, and reflected 
on any dilemmas experienced.  
4. Creating a description of “what” the participants in the study experienced with the 
phenomenon: I used textual descriptions to explain SBT members’ experiences within the 
team. In the results section, I shared the themes and codes that emerged through the 
coding process. Participants highlighted that their involvement with SBTs influenced 
their professional identity and that they appreciated the clear structure and purpose of 
these teams. They also described challenges that they experienced as members of the 
team, which then allowed them to identify areas of future growth for the team.  
5. Drafting a description of “how” the experience happened: In the discussion section, I 
shared the key learnings from the results. Through the reflections of participants, it 
became apparent that they could identify both the strengths and challenges of the team. 
This awareness allowed members to discuss a plan for moving the team forward by 
focusing on improving collaboration, increasing staff participation, and embracing a team 
leadership approach.  
6. Writing a composite description of the phenomenon: participants’ awareness of the 
strengths and challenges of the team allowed them to discuss options for moving the team 
forward. These options focused on improving collaboration, increasing staff participation, 
and embracing a team leadership approach. Using these understandings, a conceptual 
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model, the Hill Model for Team Leadership (Kogler Hill, 2019), was embraced as a 
structure SBT leaders could employ to enhance SBTs.  
Managing Bias. Numerous strategies were employed to manage bias in this study. As 
identified in the methods section, I embraced the phenomenological strategy of bracketing by 
making clear my own experiences and opinions with SBTs in this paper. I worked to put my own 
experiences aside to engage in this research from a fresh perspective towards SBTs (Creswell & 
Poth, 2018). To assist me with this, I kept a bias journal throughout my research and made an 
entry every time I realized I was making assumptions about data. I also worked to avoid “elite 
bias”, as Miles et al. (2014) termed it, which refers to overrepresenting data from articulate 
individuals with influence and insight. I avoided this by inviting all SBT members who were 
BCTF members and had two years of experience on the team to participate on a first-response 
basis. Additionally, I attempted to provide readers with a thorough overview of the research 
process: this included my recruitment process, being upfront with my own biases and bracketing 
efforts, providing the data sources used in the appendix, and acknowledging the limitations of the 
study (Yilmaz; Miles et al., 2014). 
Strength of Study. To ensure strength of study, I constantly reflected on and referred 
back to what Denzin and Lincoln (2005) referred to as the triple crisis of qualitative research: 
representation, legitimization, and praxis. A crisis of representation refers to concerns around the 
loss of participant voice and identity in the research findings due to the anonymizing of data 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). A crisis of legitimization concerns the risk of a loss of the true nature 
of what participants meant when the data is combined into codes and themes (Denzin & Lincoln, 
2005). Finally, the crisis of praxis focuses on the need for research to have a practical purpose or 
benefits (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005).  
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In considering the crisis of representation, I worked to minimize its impact by including 
thick descriptions in my research; this included informing readers of participants’ background on 
SBTs and their teaching roles. In the interview (Appendix B), I asked participants how they 
would like to be described in their role; this gave them the opportunity to represent themselves in 
the research. Additionally, participants defined their own pseudonyms and pronouns and were 
given time to think about this before the interview so they could come feeling prepared. To 
address the crisis of legitimization, I included participant quotations throughout the research and 
connected these quotations to my codes. As part of the coding process, I extracted participant 
statements from the data and used these statements to name my codes. This helped to ensure that 
the coding and themes were directly linked to what participants shared.  
Finally, to address the crisis of praxis, I reflected on the educational importance of this 
research throughout the study. There were benefits to both participants and the wider school 
community through this research. Participants were given the chance to be heard and reflect on 
their experiences as a member of the SBT at Inclusive High. Their insights were used to gain an 
understanding of how members felt the team functioned and provide information on whether 
changes to our SBT would be beneficial; these conversations identified future opportunities for 
collaboration and professional development for participants. The school community at Inclusive 
High benefitted from the work of our SBT as it was a solution and intervention focused team that 
worked to support students with diverse needs. Information from this study could be used to 
implement positive change that impacts both students and teachers. Finally, and most 
importantly, I believe everything educators do should first be looked at through the lens of how 
students will be impacted. The goal of our SBT is to support the success of all students in the 
building, with a focus on those most vulnerable academically, socially, and emotionally. With 
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this understanding and my belief in a student-centered approach to education, the primary aim of 
this research was to ensure Inclusive High was offering the best supports possible for their 
students. These findings were shared with the SBT at Inclusive High as well as offered at a 
district professional development day. As the SBT chair, I set aside time for members to discuss 
how we would like to move the team forward given the findings, and through a team leadership 
approach, work to implement the recommendations of the team. 
Results 
The results of this study (see Figure 1) are based on the interview analysis of six active 
members of a SBT at a Lower Mainland secondary school (Inclusive High).  
Figure 1 
Themes and codes 
 




All participants had a minimum of three years’ experience on SBTs and each participant 
held a different student services role within the school.1 Upon analyzing the interview 
transcripts, four themes were identified which applied to the lived experiences of SBT members: 
professional identity, clear purpose and structure, challenges, and future growth. 
Professional Identity 
 
The first theme that emerged was the role that SBTs had in relation to each members’ 
professional identity. Specifically, participants discussed the importance of finding a voice in the 
building through their involvement in SBTs, and the acknowledgement that the work of the SBT 
was both purposeful and valued in the building.  
Voice 
All six participants agreed that their involvement with our SBT was an important part of 
their job. Three of the six participants had been members of the SBT for the bulk of their 
professional careers and viewed it as part of their professional identity. “Chris,” who stated he 
had been part of SBTs for more than twenty years, acknowledged he was someone who people 
“can go to for historical reference or expertise.” His work as a SBT member provided an avenue 
for him to share his knowledge about how SBTs had developed over time and what supports 
could be offered for students. Similarly, other participants appreciated the opportunity to have a 
voice as a member of the SBT. “Jane” enjoyed the discussion items at meetings as it allowed her 
an opportunity to speak in the meeting even when she did not have a student she worked with on 
the agenda. “Susan” reflected on how her role as a specialist teacher could be isolating and for 
her, as someone running “a small program in a big school as one person,” having a place where 
                                                 
1 To maintain anonymity, I intentionally did not specify each participants’ teaching role at Inclusive High. 
As all participants were members of one SBT, specifying their role could allow readers to identify the SBT member 
that made the comment.  
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her voice was heard as a person with knowledge was a welcome part of her week. Four of six 
participants valued the opportunity to be a part of a group that made changes for students and 
overall programs at Inclusive High: having a voice on a purposeful team was valued. This sense 
of having a voice on a meaningful team served to feed participants’ professional identity.  
Acknowledgement 
In addition to the importance of having a voice, members also expressed how the 
recognition and acknowledgement for the work the team did impacted their identity. Three 
participants discussed how their role as a support teacher could leave them as an outsider 
amongst their colleagues. These participants appreciated that our SBT was a place where student 
services colleagues could come together, and they did not feel they had to explain or validate 
their role in the building. Susan noted in her role that it had always been a struggle to be “pulled 
from the margins to be respected…by other staff members” and she was “actually a teacher that 
plays an important role in the school.” She went on to remark that she never felt like an outsider 
at SBT meetings; even as a specialized teacher supporting a relatively small group of students, 
her expertise was valued. Participants also expressed their pride in the work our SBT did and 
their involvement in it. Those who had been on the team for longer highlighted the importance of 
the SBT as a long-standing part of the school.  Chris remarked that he was “proud of the fact 
many people show up to meetings on a consistent basis. That doesn’t happen in other places.” 
Furthermore, he saw the SBT as a place that “has initiated program changes…whether that was 
working towards inclusion…or the development of our in-house alternate program.” This 
acknowledgement of the work the SBT did summarized the overall belief of participants; the 
work of the SBT was a key part of their professional identity. Their voice was valued, and their 
work was acknowledged by others. Participants’ professional identity was impacted because of 
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the positive perception of our SBT; participants attributed this to the clear purpose and structure 
of our SBT. 
Clear Purpose and Structure 
 
Interviewees spoke at length about the need to have a clear purpose and structure for 
SBTs, which emerged as the second theme of the research. There were four significant factors 
that encompassed a clear purpose and structure: a framework for SBT meetings, the participation 
of members during meetings, the brainstorming of supports, and the implementation of agreed 
upon supports.  
Framework 
During the analysis process, all six participants shared a strong understanding of the 
objectives of our SBT. Participants commented that the framework of the SBT was consistent 
and they believed the wider school body understood how students could be placed on the SBT 
agenda. There was also consensus on the composition of SBTs. Jane best summarized for the 
group the framework of SBTs: it is a “group of teachers, administrators, counsellors, and some 
support staff who meet and help make plans…for students who are struggling.” This was 
reiterated by all six participants, with Susan pointing out that the focus of our SBT was primarily 
academic, but it could “bleed off into other areas as well, because if they’re not doing well 
academically, there’s a reason for that.” Participants also appreciated the consistency of 
meetings; the team met once a week on Mondays after school in the same location. This 
consistency allowed SBT members to explain to students who were awaiting specific program 
placements, such as Learning Assistance or Alternate Education classes, the timeline for 
receiving an answer, as well as informed students that there was a wider support network at 
Inclusive High for key decisions. Susan believed this structure supported students’ resiliency as 
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there “is a process that is followed, and the student is at the center of that process, but sometimes 
that process takes time and you have to make do.” Three members agreed with the assertion that 
the process in place allowed for shared responsibility of decisions amongst team members and 
assisted with specific communication plans with students and parents awaiting program 
placements. 
Participation 
Another essential aspect of the functioning of our SBT was the expected full participation 
of members. Participation was discussed in two ways: participants believed participation was 
important for the culture of the SBT, and it was important because members needed help. 
Participants felt strongly that for the SBT to be effective, members needed to be present and 
participate in the meeting, even when they did not have a relationship with a student being 
discussed. Four participants referenced the need to be attentive and engaged during meetings. 
Chris believed his primary role as a SBT member was “to participate…to be a listener, to be a 
solution provider, to give suggestions, to mentor.” This sentiment was reiterated by Susan, who 
viewed herself as a questioner. She appreciated “having been part of the system long enough and 
listened and participated at SBT meetings long enough” to ask questions which might shed 
further light on the situation. “Tia” confessed that she enjoyed listening at SBT meetings because 
she could “learn about students who may be in my class in the future.” When “Eric” brought a 
name to SBT meetings, he sought other members’ perspectives on the situation because he had 
reached a point where it was “hard to see the forest through the trees” with the student. He felt he 
could become too invested or involved in the situation and wanted his colleagues to participate in 
the meeting because he felt he needed multiple perspectives on what might work for the student. 
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The concept of SBTs needing to function as a team was evident through participants’ belief that 
members needed to actively participate during meetings. 
Supports 
In addition to a clear framework and the participation of members, the brainstorming of 
supports was an important function of the SBT. The words academic, social, and emotional 
supports were referenced by four of six participants. Participants felt their role at our SBT was to 
add their input into what supports might be available for students who were brought to the 
meeting. Tia saw herself “as a support person and a feedback person.” When Jane brought a 
name to the team, she was looking for support with “brainstorming some ideas.” Chris stated that 
often the names being brought to SBT meetings were “the most vulnerable students in the 
building” and having “multiple perspectives at the meeting” allowed for more avenues of 
support. Eric had a salient point regarding the supports SBTs could provide; he saw his job as 
“not just academic, but as encouraging and supporting and educating the person as a whole.” 
With this in mind, participants referenced a myriad of support options for students. This 
included: Learning Assistance blocks, Alternate Education blocks, English as an Additional 
Language blocks, referrals to outside counselling agencies, referrals to Indigenous youth 
mentorship programs, facilitating connections to school clubs and sports teams, connecting 
students to the Child and Youth Care Worker, and at times requesting school district supports. 
When reflecting on the impact this brainstorming had on students’ success, Susan relayed her 
belief that SBTs could be the spark that changed students’ experiences because SBTs had the 
power to “connect the student with the right people at the right time.” Participants believed the 




While the brainstorming of supports was integral, the implementation of these supports 
was what made the difference for students. Participants shared that the supports discussed at SBT 
meetings needed to be carried out or facilitated by team members in order to be effective. This 
understanding was noted by Chris and was one of the reasons he enjoyed being part of our SBT. 
The SBT members had “the opportunity to participate in making change for students, and 
sometimes for overall programs in the school.” When asked about a specific time when the 
actions of our SBT had an impact on a student’s experience at Inclusive High, three participants 
referenced examples of the success they saw after implementing SBT support recommendations. 
Jane recalled a student whom she built a relationship with and how the SBT’s recommendation 
for a support block and psychoeducational testing appeared to make a difference and support 
success. The student received a Ministry of Education designated special education category, and 
the team “figured out what kind of areas he struggled with and then got suggestions on how to 
support him. We implemented those supports, built stronger connections with home, and it has 
been great.” Susan recalled a student with language challenges who found success in her support 
block with the opportunity to both receive support and become a leader amongst her peers. 
“Gina” appreciated the “wrap around” support students experienced after supports were 
implemented. Notably, Susan and Tia both acknowledged that their involvement in SBTs had led 
to growth in their academic teaching practice as the brainstorming of supports at SBT meetings 
had given them ideas they could use to support students with needs in their mainstream 
classroom. The implementation phase of supports was seen as the most rewarding part of their 
SBT involvement, as the results of implementation were ultimately the fruits of the SBTs labour. 
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Having a clear purpose and structure was a strength of our SBT; however, participants also 
identified challenges within the SBT.  
Challenges 
 
While participants expressed a strong connection to the purpose and structure of SBTs, 
they also shared that the team faced challenges. The main challenges that emerged were: 
structural limitations, member disengagement, safety concerns, the lack of a level playing field, 
and time constraints. 
Structural Limitations 
It should be reiterated that the interviews in this study took place during the Covid-19 
pandemic, which presented new challenges and obstacles for teachers on our SBT. This was 
acknowledged by Chris, who stated, as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic, “the team is not as 
impactful” as it had been in the past. Participants mentioned that SBT meetings had been shorter 
and had fewer names than had historically been the case. However, the structural limitations 
went beyond the pandemic’s influence. There were two main concerns around structure 
presented by members: an inappropriate use of time and the number of participants at SBT 
meetings. Five of six participants commented that SBT meetings sometimes felt more like a 
“rubber-stamp” or “check-box” process than a problem-solving session. Eric took it one step 
further and expressed frustration that often decisions had already been made by the people who 
brought student names to SBT meetings, and sometimes students had already been moved to a 
different program. In these instances, participants felt frustrated at the lack of collaboration.  
Susan remarked that the process was often “somebody bringing a student forward, then giving 
essentially a profile summary, and providing bullet points of what the plan is. And then we move 
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on.” She lamented the lack of discussion and brainstorming in those situations, which left her 
unsure if the decision made was actually the best decision for the student.  
Another concern brought forward by two members was the size of our SBT. Jane 
believed that with up to 18 members attending SBT meetings, the team was “too big” which 
sometimes made it hard for people to feel heard and be a part of the team. The size was a 
concern for her, which notably was brought up by the two participants who had been on SBTs 
for a shorter period of time.  
Disengagement 
A second challenge for participants was the perception of possible member 
disengagement during meetings. Five of six participants referenced disengagement on the team, 
and three members admitted to being disengaged during meetings. Some of this disengagement 
connected back to structural limitations; similar to Eric, Jane expressed her frustration at plans 
already being set in motion prior to SBT meetings. She felt if she “said no to an idea, or 
presented a different alternative, it’s too late” which made it “hard to buy in, and hard to be 
engaged.” Tia reflected on a time when she “just sort of gave up” when she was put in her place 
by an administrator during a meeting and recalled a feeling of defeat which led her to not talk for 
a few meetings. Seemingly, the largest cause of disengagement connected to the sense that 
members did not listen to each other. Susan wanted to see protocols put in place that would 
“remind members when someone is discussing a student that we value everybody’s input and 
would like everybody to be paying attention.” Eric summarized the sentiment of participants 
succinctly when he remarked: “if I don’t have any names on the agenda, I…don’t even want to 
go to the meeting, because I’m just going to sit there and drink my coffee and wait for the 
meeting to be over.” He felt this way because he perceived that the majority of the time when he 
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spoke people did not listen to him. It was clear from participants that their own disengagement 
was due to a perception that people did not listen to them.  
Safety 
Building off the disengagement of members, participants also expressed feeling unsafe at 
times during meetings. Some participants believed that the lack of safety they felt was due to the 
inherent power imbalances that existed on our SBT. With administrators present at all meetings, 
participants acknowledged there could be pressure to say the “right thing.” Susan remarked that 
the roles members held in their job could create tension at meetings. She had the sense that some 
members believed she should not comment at meetings unless the student being discussed was 
related to her role in the building. This impression caused her to feel guarded at meetings and she 
wished all members could “have equal footing at the table.” Tia recalled that in her first year on 
the SBT she “got talked over and condescended to by other members” which left her feeling 
unsafe. Additionally, Jane felt she received “rude comments” when she came to SBT meetings 
asking for ideas on how to support a student. As a new member of the SBT at the time, she 
recalled feeling belittled and did not “want to bring names to the meeting unless I already had a 
plan in place.” Other members also recalled times when members of the team raised their voices, 
which caused them to want to avoid those situations themselves.  
Level Playing Field 
Participants expressed their belief that SBT members might not all experience a level 
playing field when attending meetings. By this, participants perceived that certain SBT members 
had a greater influence or voice than others. This was a significant finding as the notion that 
some members were more valued than others could erode the culture of a team. Eric relayed his 
belief that “there are an unfortunate number of perspectives, especially leadership perspectives, 
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that do not understand why everyone is there.” Susan did not feel she had the opportunity to be 
as involved as other members and expressed her frustration that her questioning was not as 
valued as it had been in the past. Jane expressed her belief that up to seven members of the SBT 
“would say they are not a functioning member” because their voice is not as valued as others. 
Similarly, Tia felt students had been pushed into her program without adequate consultation and 
discussion at SBT meetings. In those meetings, when she pushed back, she remembered “getting 
interrupted” and feeling “like I was not listened to.” Gina, who was quite neutral during the 
interview, admitted she felt “some voices are louder than others…the weight of statements at the 
table holds different weight depending on the person speaking.” Susan felt SBT members’ 
feelings would be much different if people were allowed to, and encouraged to, have discussions 
about agenda items knowing their voice carried equal weight. The idea that some voices on the 
team were listened to or favoured over others led members to feel their contributions were not 
valued.  
Time 
The final code of time was mentioned repeatedly amongst participants as a challenge 
faced by our SBT. Of the five challenges participants noted, time was the only one where 
members had drastically differing opinions on the issue. Four members mentioned time as a 
challenge for the SBT. Jane and Gina believed time constraints were the root cause of all the 
challenges faced by the team because members were expected to donate time outside of their 
work day to participate in meetings. Conversely, Eric and Susan both bemoaned participants 
looking at the clock, and wished members would commit to meeting for longer, or even twice a 
week, if it meant “deciding what is best for the student.”  For Gina, time was the common thread 
throughout all her frustrations. She lamented that SBT members fit the meeting into their lives, 
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but it should be done during the school day rather than after school. She would like to see the 
school pay for Teachers Teaching on Call to cover-off SBT members and classroom teachers, as 
needed, during the school day for SBT meetings. Gina was cognizant of the reality that it was 
challenging for parents to stay late after school stating, “they have to go pick up their kids, they 
have to make supper. And we’re saying, ‘you have only worked eight hours…stick it out here for 
a couple more.’” Jane shared a similar perspective to Gina, commenting on the 3:00 in the 
afternoon meeting time as a barrier to collaboration. The challenge between the four members 
was balancing what was needed for students with what was manageable for members’ personal 
lives. Through the discussion of challenges, participants began to identify areas of growth for our 
SBT moving forward. 
Future Growth 
 
Despite the challenges participants expressed, areas to focus on for the future growth of 
our SBT emerged through the interview process. When analyzing the transcripts, participants 
expressed four areas to target moving forward: address the need to be physically present and 
engaged during SBT meetings, focus on re-establishing a collaborative culture at SBT meetings, 
create a support database for SBT members, and broaden the scope of our SBT to include more 
staff members.  
Presence 
When asked what strategies or processes should be considered when moving the SBT 
into the future, three participants referenced the need for members to be present during meetings. 
By presence, they meant “both physically being there and also being engaged in what is 
happening” during the meeting. Susan and Chris both mentioned side chatter as a distraction 
during meetings, with Chris stating that there needed to be “increased accountability” for how 
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members engaged during meetings. Building off of this, Susan felt the change in presence should 
be addressed by the SBT chair along with an “administrator that would set the tone and reinforce 
the message as needed going forward.” Chris thought engagement could be increased if there 
was a rotation of who took the meeting minutes each week. By doing this, she felt everyone 
would have a responsibility at the meeting during the year. Jane believed the biggest barrier to 
presence on SBT was members’ access to technology. Chris also acknowledged this as a 
concern. As Jane admitted, a lot of SBT members “are guilty of doing something else or working 
on emails and just being a body at the meeting.” She did acknowledge that we live in a time 
when we rely heavily on computer access for student information during meetings, such as 
grades, schedules, and previous schools. For this reason, she suggested one person be the 
designated technology member who could look up information as needed during meetings. 
Creating a policy that members cannot use their technology during meetings would not work, but 
it could be an idea to bring up with team members when discussing the need to be present.  
Collaboration 
Another area for future growth centered around the need to improve collaboration 
amongst SBT members. Five of six participants referenced collaboration as an area requiring 
attention. Plans already being implemented prior to the meeting were the root of frustration for 
participants, as they felt it was incompatible with collaboration. Eric wanted to implore members 
to “work as a collaborative team. Don’t come with a concrete plan, come with an idea and share 
it.” Jane agreed with this assessment and expanded on it by noting that there are many times 
when a student’s name was brought up for discussion by a team member, but other members of 
the SBT had a relationship with the student. Rather than coming to share a plan, Jane believed 
presenters should come to gather more information prior to finalizing a plan. Chris lobbied for a 
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change of mindset at the SBT table. He wanted meetings to move away from being “a place 
where decisions are made and put-upon people” and towards becoming “a place where people 
are working together” to find solutions for students. This sentiment encapsulated members’ 
perceptions: collaboration would improve if members were able to listen to others’ insights.  
Earlier, it was discussed that participants felt unsafe at times during SBT meetings, so 
addressing safety would need to be a focus in order for members to feel comfortable bringing 
students’ names to meetings to gather insight. Susan had an idea for improving safety and 
collaboration on our SBT. Once Covid-19 restrictions had been lifted, she wanted to see our SBT 
host three social outings throughout the year to increase connection. She felt an activity such as 
an escape room would be a great option as a fun and collaborative experience. Her core belief 
was that our SBT was a “group that needs to feel like a team. Members need to trust each other, 
individuals need to feel supported, whether you are friends with another member or not.” This 
idea for improving collaboration was something that could be addressed at a future SBT meeting.  
Support Database 
When discussing ideas for the future growth of our SBT, Eric proposed the idea of 
working together at a meeting to create a support database that lists all of the options available 
for students. While Eric was the only participant to discuss this possibility, his aim of using a 
collaborative process to develop a support database that all SBT members could access aligned 
with what other participants wanted to see. Eric believed that there were times when options for 
students were missed because the intervention that would work was not thought of at the time. 
For Eric, it was important that “everybody has access to the document” so the brainstorming 
could be a shared process. This database would be for both support options at Inclusive High and 
in the community. Eric explained that often our SBT did a good job of connecting students inside 
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the building, but there was room for improvement with community connections. One of the 
reasons for this, he believed, was that many members were not aware of the community supports 
that existed. Specifically, he cited the following support options that could be explored: 
Indigenous youth mentorship, drug and alcohol counselling, family counselling, and community 
peer connections programs. The possibility of creating a support database could be explored at a 
future SBT meeting. 
Staff Involvement 
The need to increase staff involvement in our SBT was shared by all six participants and 
was the most discussed future growth need. The discussion ranged from finding a way to have 
more classroom teachers attend meetings, to inviting support staff and supervision assistants to 
meetings if they had a connection with a student. Gina strongly believed that the SBT needed to 
increase the number of classroom teachers attending meetings because “their voice is key to all 
of this.” Classroom teachers saw the student in different situations than support teachers did; 
they saw strengths or specific learning needs that SBT members were unaware of. Tia agreed 
with this assessment and believed if classroom teachers attended, they would learn more about 
how SBTs operated and gain a greater understanding of how other teachers in the building 
supported students. Really, Tia wanted the SBT to move towards being a true “school-based 
team rather than a student-services based team.” Eric and Gina both agreed that widening the 
scope of attendees beyond teachers could also be a benefit for students. Both referred to the need 
to have greater perspective and insight into the students being discussed. They believed staff 
such as the Indigenous education assistants or the supervision assistant at the smoke pit could 
provide this perspective.  
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When processing how to increase staff involvement, Susan suggested “acknowledging 
the teachers at a staff meeting” who had attended SBT meetings and “show the staff how 
valuable the input has been so maybe they will provide more input knowing it has had an 
impact.” She foresaw a future staff meeting where the SBT chair could provide a profile 
summary of a specific struggling student, and how the classroom teacher’s input made a 
difference for the student. One example would be an English teacher who brought forward a 
student’s struggles with written output and provided a sample of their work to the SBT. This 
involvement eventually led to the student receiving a Ministry of Education designated special 
education category and allowed for extra supports and interventions. Susan believed providing 
specific examples of how staff involvement improved outcomes for students would increase staff 
involvement. This is an idea that could be further explored by SBT members, but they would 
need to consider that further classroom teacher involvement would increase the size of SBT 
meetings. The large size of meetings was cited as a challenge by two participants.  
Discussion 
I began this study hoping to gain a better understanding of how SBT members perceived 
their involvement in the team and whether there were ways to improve how the team functioned. 
This curiosity arose from my own experiences as a SBT chair in a Lower Mainland secondary 
school. The results of this study supported my original query that SBT processes could be 
improved when we focused on enhancing collaboration and embracing a team leadership 
approach. Reflecting on the results of this study, and returning to the literature reviewed, it 
became apparent to me that there were three main areas for discussion: (a) recognizing the 
strengths of the SBT at Inclusive High; (b) recognizing the challenges faced by the SBT at 
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The SBT at Inclusive High had numerous strengths which were acknowledged by 
participants, most of which aligned with the literature. These strengths included: (a) consistent 
meeting structure, (b) clarity around support options for students, (c) enhanced members’ 
professional growth, and (d) impacted members’ professional identity.  
Consistent meeting structure 
Participants of the study referenced the high number of Inclusive High staff in attendance 
at SBT meetings as a testament to the clear structure of the SBT. There were regularly more than 
15 members present at meetings, which was noted as being higher than other schools in the 
district. In one study of 400 SBTs in the United States, the average SBT meeting consisted of 
seven members, which comparatively recognizes the size of the SBT at Inclusive High to be 
large (McNamara et al., 2008). While a large team shows commitment, questions could also be 
raised around how a large meeting size could negatively impact member involvement as there 
was not enough time for everyone to contribute.  
The structure of our SBT was clear: meetings were held at the same time every week and 
were facilitated by the SBT chair. The entire teaching staff at Inclusive High received the SBT 
agenda and were invited to provide feedback or refer students to SBT meetings. Each meeting 
consisted of discussion items that were relevant to the supports in the school, as well as agenda 
items with specific student names that had been referred by staff. The importance of consistent 
meeting structure was discussed by McNamara et al. (2008): “teams that were organized, 
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committed, and task-focused…were viewed…as more effective in achieving successful student 
outcomes” (p. 23). The clear structure of the SBT should be maintained moving forward. 
Clarity of Supports Options 
The participants of the study demonstrated a clear understanding of the supports available 
for students at the school. McNamara et al. (2008) refer to this as “positive task focus” – the 
ability of teams to organize, plan, and implement supports for students (p. 22). Participants 
viewed themselves as more than academic support; Eric viewed his job as “not just academic, 
but as encouraging, and supporting, and educating the person as a whole.” He was referring to 
the need to support students’ academic, social, and emotional well-being; this sentiment was 
consistent across all participants. With this mindset, participants valued both the brainstorming 
of support options in the building, but also the follow-through of implementing these supports. 
These results align with the claims made by Myers et al. (1996) in their research of pre-referral 
team effectiveness; they purported that one of the most important roles of SBTs was the follow-
through on implementing supports. Participants of this study had a strong understanding of the 
supports inside the building for students, and a general understanding of the supports outside the 
building.  
Enhanced Professional Growth 
The results of this research support the idea that SBT members grew as teachers through 
their involvement in SBTs. Two participants referenced their appreciation of sitting and listening 
at SBT meetings, as they gleaned information and strategies that they can use in their classroom. 
Susan highlighted that, “there’s certain strategies and interventions that people talk about that I 
can integrate in my practice without even having to talk to anybody because I have been attentive 
at SBT meetings.” This aligned with the work of Malone and Gallagher (2010) in their study of 
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Special Education Teachers’ perceptions of teamwork. They highlight that “team members 
believed they benefitted from the insight gained through exposure to different experiential and 
disciplinary perspectives” (p. 330). The range of experiences and expertise amongst SBT 
members at Inclusive High contributed to members’ professional growth. 
Informed Professional Identity 
One key strength of our SBT that was not addressed in the literature was the impact SBTs 
could have on the professional identities of members. Participants in this study noted the feeling 
of isolation that existed in the Student Services field. Susan highlighted this best when she 
acknowledged that it was hard for support staff to be “pulled from the margins to be respected,” 
however, she “never felt that way at SBT meetings…even as a specialized teacher running a 
small program my input is valued.” Other participants acknowledged that they felt isolated in 
their position and had been asked if they were “a real teacher” by colleagues. Our SBT served as 
an outlet for student services teachers to share their knowledge and be respected for the work 
they do. This is a new understanding of the benefits that SBTs could have for members and 
merits further research.  
Addressing Challenges 
 
While there were clear strengths to the SBT at Inclusive High, the team also faced 
challenges that were consistent with challenges faced by intervention teams in the existing 
literature. These challenges were: (a) a perceived power imbalance, (b) a lack of collaboration, 
(c) time constraints, and (d) member disengagement. When looked at holistically, I would argue 
that the perception of a power imbalance, a lack of collaboration during meetings, and the reality 
of time constraints ultimately led to the biggest challenge facing the team: member 
disengagement during meetings.  
43 
 
Perceived Power Imbalance 
One of the key challenges facing the SBT at Inclusive High was the perception that some 
voices carried more weight than others, which led some members to feel guarded in their 
contributions during meetings. This would inevitably be a challenge for SBTs where both 
administration and staff partake in the meeting. Participants expressed fear of needing to say the 
“right thing” at meetings because of the presence of school administrators. Ideally, SBTs follow 
a collaborative governance model, where the responsibility for decisions and their implications 
are shared amongst team members (Ansell & Gash, 2007). However, SBTs pose a challenge as 
“some stakeholders do not have the…status…to participate on an equal footing with other 
stakeholders” (p. 551). Ansell and Gash go on to argue that a collaborative governance model is 
prone to manipulation by dominant team members if equal footing does not exist. has major 
implications for SBTs and may require an open conversation at the beginning of the year 
between the SBT chair and the administration at the school. Ansell and Gash recommend 
acknowledging the potential for inequality publicly and addressing these perceptions as a group 
as they arise. They argue that direct and open communication is essential for a collaborative 
governance model to be successful. 
Lack of Collaboration 
The analysis process revealed that participants appeared frustrated by what they felt was 
a lack of collaboration on our SBT. Too often plans for students seemed to be made prior to the 
meeting, and at times students’ programs had already been altered. All six participants 
referenced meetings that felt like a “check box” or “ticky-box” process for students to receive 
support. Susan captured the frustration of the group by lamenting that there “is no discussion, 
there’s no brainstorming, there’s no collaboration, or even input or questioning of whether the 
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plan proposed is the best plan for the student.” The literature is consistent that a commitment to 
the problem-solving process was an essential element to collaboration on intervention teams 
(Cavendish et al., 2020; Malone & Gallagher, 2010; McNamara et al., 2008). This seemed to be 
a challenge with the SBT at Inclusive High and it left members feeling that their input was futile 
as there was no need for collaboration or feedback. Ansell and Gash (2007), in their guide to 
creating a collaborative governance model, suggested that “only groups that feel they have a 
legitimate opportunity to participate are likely to develop a commitment to the process” (p. 556). 
At Inclusive High, SBT members did not feel their opportunity to participate was meaningful 
when decisions were made ahead of the meeting. For better collaboration, communication 
needed to improve, and members needed to feel that their perspectives had been considered 
(Ansell & Gash, 2007; Drago-Severson & Blum-DeStefano, 2018). Further studies suggest that 
the most effective SBTs believed that “goals should not be developed prior to the team meeting” 
(Malone & Gallagher, 2010). If this concept is embraced by the SBT at Inclusive High, 
collaboration may improve. 
Time Constraints 
The SBT at Inclusive High met after school at 3:00 pm; this meeting time was noted as a 
barrier to collaboration by participants. Participants referenced the challenge of engaging in a 
meeting after a workday, as well as family commitments after work. Due to funding and 
coverage constraints, it is unlikely that the meeting would be moved to earlier in the day. Moving 
the SBT meeting to inside the school day would require administrators to find coverage for SBT 
members with enrolling classes. This would not be possible on a regular basis. However, there is 
some flexibility around when the meeting is held. Moving the meeting to another time during the 
day, such as before school or at lunch, could be discussed with the team. The literature noted 
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time constraints as a barrier to collaboration and team functioning (Carpenter, 2015; Meyers et 
al., 1996). One solution, according to Carpenter (2015), is to make attendance at collaboration-
based meetings voluntary. This would need to be a larger discussion as Student Services teachers 
are expected to attend SBT meetings as part of their role. However, making attendance optional 
would give those concerned about time commitments a choice of attending or not.  
Member Disengagement 
The challenges of power imbalance, collaboration, and time appeared to have combined 
to create what participants perceived to be disengagement at SBT meetings. Due to concerns of 
safety and intimidation, some SBT members had become reserved. For others, they felt 
participation was futile as their input was not valued and team meetings were often a rubber-
stamping process. Others still were frustrated by the expectation that they donate time outside of 
their workday to SBT meetings. Regardless of the reasons, the result was the same: members 
were struggling to engage during meetings. When SBT members were disengaged or did not feel 
compelled to contribute during meetings, students could be negatively impacted. Research 
suggests that the benefit of increasing the perspectives on the team decreases the chance that 
support options will be overlooked (Drago-Severson & Blum-DeStefano, 2018). By increasing 
the engagement of its members, the SBT at Inclusive High may be better able to support their 
vulnerable learners.  
Limitations  
While this study affirms the importance of utilizing team leadership and collaboration 
when operating SBTs at the secondary level, it is important to acknowledge several potential 
limitations of this study. The study took place during the Covid-19 pandemic and participants 
were working through a highly stressful time. Additionally, because of the pandemic, fewer 
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agenda and discussion items were brought forward compared to previous years. Participants’ 
perceptions could have been influenced by how they were experiencing our SBT at that moment. 
Another limitation was the small sample size used for this study; these results are reflective of 
six participants from one secondary SBT. Future research could look at the perceptions of SBT 
members’ on SBTs around British Columbia and include elementary, middle, and secondary 
schools in their study. Finally, participants of this study were all members of the BCTF; no 
administrators or support staff who participate in SBT meetings were interviewed. Future 
research should include these voices as their experiences could add further context to how SBT 
members believe team leadership and collaboration could be used to run effective SBTs.  
Implications and Recommendations 
Despite these limitations, these results suggest several theoretical and practical 
implications for secondary SBTs in British Columbia. There was significant overlap between the 
literature reviewed and the results of this study; notably, the importance of creating preconditions 
for growth, a focus on distributing leadership, and an emphasis regarding collaboration on SBTs 
were all supported in the results. Considering the input from participants of this study, I suggest 
the following five considerations for leaders of SBTs, all of which I would strive to implement in 
my practice as a SBT chair:  
a) Taking the time to talk to SBT members about their thoughts, perceptions, and ideas is a 
worthwhile endeavor. Michael Fullan (2019) describes this as nuanced leadership; the 
members of SBTs are unlikely to change drastically from year to year. Therefore, it is 
essential to “use the group to change the group” (p. 80). SBT leaders can engage in 
conversations with members that can inform the future direction of the team. Not only 
will this increase the leader’s awareness of the situation, but it will also provide an 
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avenue for members to feel heard which can improve team dynamics (Butler et al., 2015; 
Cavendish et al., 2020; Meyers et al., 1996).  
b) A SBT is stronger when it feels like a team, and therefore occasional group activities can 
assist with the dynamics of SBTs. This could be a group lunch or a planned group outing. 
For example, a visit to one of the community support programs utilized by SBTs could be 
a powerful learning and bonding experience for members. This idea was supported by the 
participants of this study, as well as the literature (Fullan, 2020; Kovaleski, 2002; Malone 
& Gallagher, 2010).  
c) SBT leaders should work to create and nurture a collaborative environment within the 
SBT. The most significant barriers to collaboration in this study were: support plans 
already being in place when student names were brought to the meeting, time constraints 
due to meeting outside of the school day, and the perception that some voices on the team 
carried more weight than others. SBT leaders can improve collaboration by sharing the 
responsibilities of the team with members, reminding members to avoid coming with a 
plan, and building in time for discussion during meetings (Belknap & Taymans, 2015; 
Butler et al., 2015; McNamera et al., 2008).  
d) Participants of this study believed that students benefit when those who know them best 
participate in SBT meetings. Therefore, SBT leaders should consider actively inviting in 
those who work closest with a student. This could include classroom teachers and 
education assistants, but may also include noon-hour supervisors, custodial staff, or youth 




 This study at Inclusive High has been a powerful learning experience for me as a 
practicing SBT member and SBT chair. The completion of this study is the beginning of the 
journey for me; armed with this new information and perspective, I will return to our SBT with 
fresh insight on how SBTs can impact students, but also how the functioning of the team can 
allow SBT members to improve their practice for students. Throughout this research, the 
importance of enabling colleagues to have a say in the decision-making process has stood out as 
the key idea I will take back and implement in my practice. As I continue to chair SBT meetings, 
I have gained clarity in how I will work to move the team forward. The findings of this study 
will be presented at a SBT meeting. I would like to invite SBT members to provide feedback and 
use this presentation as the beginning of a conversation. While there was largely positive 
feedback around the structure of our SBT, I will encourage SBT members to observe other SBTs 
in the Lower Mainland to see how they include staff in the building that do not traditionally 
serve as a SBT member. As Michael Fullan (2020) remarks, there is value in “going outside to 
get better inside” (p. 57). 
Additionally, I will recommend that when names are brought forth to SBT meetings, the 
names are added without the rationale, preventing a pre-conceived notion of the outcome. I have 
realized that providing the rationale prior to the conversation encourages members to think about 
their plan prior to coming to the meeting and takes away from the collaborative process. 
Furthermore, I will strongly encourage members to bring names to SBT meetings to brainstorm 
solutions together rather than come to share the plan for a student. Finally, I will propose the idea 
discussed by one of the participants that we create a support database that all members have 
access to. This will allow members to attend meetings with more of a level playing field and may 
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allow for more creative support options for students. By including members in the discussion of 
these potential changes to our SBT, I hope to enhance the collaboration on our SBT and 
reinforce the first, and most important, quality related to success: psychological safety (Fullan, 
2020). 
 At the heart of this study was learning about team leadership, collaboration, and how 
these concepts could be embraced by leaders to improve school-based intervention teams. The 
idea of team leadership has gained prominence in the business and technology sectors; research 
has demonstrated that “team-based organizations have faster response capabilities because of the 
flatter organizational structure” (Kogler Hill, p. 371, 2019). This concept is appealing to SBTs as 
each team member brings a specific skill set that can be harnessed to support students. 
Specifically, the Hill Model for Team Leadership (see Figure 2) provides leaders with a helpful 
process for examining the actions of the team and determining if and where focus can be placed 
to improve team effectiveness (Kogler Hill, 2019). This model acknowledges that even in a team 
leadership environment, there is one leader whose job it is to monitor the team and oversee its 
effectiveness. That said, it is not a leader-centric model. When applied to SBTs, the role of the 
chair would be to monitor the task focus, relational aspects, and environmental factors that can 
have an impact on team effectiveness. In this model, leaders are constantly reflecting on team 
functioning and work to diagnose potential concerns; the two main functions of team 
effectiveness are to ensure quality outcomes for students and to foster the development of 
members through their involvement in a cohesive team. The first step to enacting the Hill Model 
of Team Leadership would be to have SBT members take the “Team Excellence and 
Collaborative Team Leader Questionnaire” to gain an understanding of members’ current 
perceptions. This information could be used to inform leadership decisions, such as whether the 
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leader should continue to monitor the team or if action is needed. The goal of team leadership is 
to build a strong task focus, maintain a relational dynamic that is collaborative, and foster an 
environment that values networking and advocacy for students.  
Figure 2 
The Hill Model for Team Leadership 
 
Note. From Northouse, P.G. (2019), Leadership: Theory and practice (8th ed.). Sage 
Publications. 
 When this model is effectively embraced, Kogler Hill (2019) notes that “leadership is 
shared throughout the team” and “various members are diagnosing problems and intervening 
with appropriate behaviors” (p. 375). The Hill Model for Team Leadership provides SBT chairs 
with a specific model to reference as a guide when working to improve team effectiveness 
without using a leader-centric style. This idea of distributing leadership, empowering colleagues, 
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and building internal accountability aligns with the literature on team leadership and 
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Introduction: Thank you for participating in my research. I appreciate your willingness to 
provide your perspective with regards to your participation in School Based Team. Please know 
that any identifiable information you share will be anonymized and you may opt out of this 
interview at any time should you deem it necessary. Our interview will be voice recorded on a 
program called Otter which will transcribe our conversation. I will send you the transcription for 
a Member Check. This is your opportunity to review this interview and make any additions, 
subtractions, or clarifications that you feel are needed. During the interview, please try to refrain 
from mentioning specific colleagues or students as this will make it more challenging to maintain 
confidentiality and anonymity. Do you have any questions before we begin? 
 
1. This interview, and all of your raw data, will be anonymized. This means that all personal 
identifiers will be removed. What pseudonym would you like to use for this interview? 
2. What pronoun would you like me to use for anonymization? 
3. How do you want me to describe you? 
- How many years of experience do you have? 
- What are your fields of teaching? 
4. What do you think of when I say School Based Team? 
- Tell me more about… 
- I’m curious why you said… 
5. In your experience, what supports does School Based Team provide students?  
- Give me an example of… 
- Tell me more about… 
6. What do you feel your role is within SBT?  
- Do you feel you have a voice and that your expertise is valued as a member of SBT? 
Why or why not?  
- Can you provide an example of… 
7. Given your experiences as a SBT member, what strategies or processes might we include 
as we move School Based Team into the future? 
- Can you give me an example of… 
- Tell me more about… 
8. A functioning team requires all members to contribute to its success and have an 
identified role to play. Share your experiences of how this statement relates to you as a 
member of School Based Team.  
- I’m curious why you said… 
 
Conclusion: Thank you so much for participating in my research. Please remember that you may 
withdraw from the study at any time up until you submit your Member Check to me. I will have 
the Member Check to you within seven days of this interview and request that you send back 
your Member Check within seven days of receiving it.  
 
 
